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The Impact Information Center Report is published on the third 
Wednesday each month by the Fairbanks North Star Borough, P.O. Box 1267, 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99707. Application to mail at controlled circulation 
rates is pending at Fairbanks, Alaska. 
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Chapter I 


HISTORY OF THE IMPACT INFORMATION CENTER 


Passage of the federal Trans-Alaska Pipeline Authorization Act of 
1974 paved the way for constructing a pipeline to carry oil from the oil 
fields of Prudhoe Bay on Alaska's northern coast to the port of Valdez 
on Alaska's southern coast, the largest private construction project in 
history. The pipeline construction project began in April 1974 with 
Fairbanks North Star Borough as the principal administrative, supply, 
and transportation center for construction activities. 


Just prior to the inauguration of pipeline construction activities 
in February of 1974, the Social Concerns Committee of the Fairbanks 
Council of Churches held a community meeting. Representatives of the 
oil industry were invited to describe the ways in which the communities 


in the Fairbanks North Star Borough would be affected by the construction 
activities. This meeting provided a forum for public discussion in which 


there was an expression of need for additional and on-going information 
about the affects of pipeline activities on the local communities. The 


Social Concerns Committee, along with other concerned individuals, organized 


support for an Impact Information Center as part of the Fairbanks North 
Star Borough government services. 


Charles Parr, who was then presiding officer of the Borough Assembly, 


developed a schematic for such an office. He envisioned a center whose 
purpose would be to collect and disseminate information, but would not 


"Forecast, predict, project, extrapolate, or otherwise attempt to indicate 


the shape of the future." Parr explained: 


The sole measures of success of the Impact, Informatton Center will 
be how well tt serves the whole community: the businessman de- 
cetding whether to expand his operations, the man who butlds three 
houses and sells them each summer, the sentor cittzen on a fixed 
tneome who must dectde whether or not to leave for the Lower 48 
because of prices, the school authorittes wanting to know how many 
teachers to hire, hospttal administrators wtth staffing problems, 
Goldpanners who may need addtttonal seating in the ball park, and 
welfare rectptents whose tneomes always lag behtnd the rising cost 
of living. 


Borough Mayor John A. Carlson supported the idea in a memorandum to 
the Borough Assembly in which he further refined the concept of an 
Impact Information Center. He defined three basic purposes for such a 
center: © 


1) to provide the general public with information relevant to 
pipeline activity which "could or will affect their personal, 


occupational, business, financial and recreational affairs"; 


2) to provide the Borough Assembly and administration with "factual 


data to aid them in conceiving and formulating public policy 
designed to cope with pipeline impact"; and 


3) to present information as rationale to support requests for 
state, and possibly federal, impact funds or services. 


The mayor also recommended that a broadly-based steering committee be 
appointed to guide the proposed information center. ; 


On April 25, 1974, the Fairbanks North Star Borough Assembly 
appropriated $13,450 from the general fund to the Mayor's Office for the 
purpose of establishing an Impact Information Center and operating it 
for the remainder of the fiscal year. The Borough Assembly later decided 
to use a portion of the impact funds received from the State of Alaska 
to support the Impact Information Center, and thereby appropriated an 
additional $49,198 to operate the Impact Information Center during FY 
1974=75: 


The original Impact Advisory Committee, appointed by the mayor to 
guide the Impact Information Center, represented a cross section of the 
community, including Gene Straatmeyer, chairman of the Social Concerns 
Committee of the Fairbanks Council of Churches; Tom Packer, President of 
the Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce; Larry Carpenter, Community Relations 
Representative for the Alyeska Pipeline Service Company; Sam Kito, Vice 
President of Doyon, Ltd., the regional Native corporation; and Charles 
Parr, Presiding Officer of the Borough Assembly. Later the committee 
was expanded to include Leslye Korvola as a consumer representative; 
Georgina Herron to represent the Black community; and George Wise to 
represent the Joint Labor Council. 


Since the original committee was formed, there have been several 
changes in membership, but the broad representation of various parts of 
the Fairbanks community has been maintained. Others who have served in 
the Impact Advisory Committee are David Crockett, Claude Dementieff, Sue 
Gamache, J.C. Thomas, Jeanne Wilson, and Phil Younker. For the first 
year, Gene Straatmeyer served as chairperson of the Impact Advisory 
Committee. Subsequently, George Wise has chaired the committee. At its 
inception the Committee met with the Impact Information Center staff, 
the press, and the public two times each month. Later the public meetings 
were held once a month. 


The Impact Information Center began with a two-person staff, an 
Information Officer assisted by a secretary. Joe LaRocca, a veteran 
political journalist, was the first Information Officer. Shortly after 
the office began, Mim Dixon, an applied anthropologist, joined the staff 
through the use of CETA funds. Eight months later, the Impact Information 
Center had proved itself and it was decided that there was a need for a 
rural impact information project for the Interior of Alaska outside the 
Fairbanks North Star Borough. By contractual arrangement, Ms. Dixon 
also served as a consultant to the rural program, which was managed by 
the Fairbanks Town and Village Association for Economic Development, Inc. 


At the end of the first fiscal year of the Impact Information 
Center, the state impact funds lapsed and the Borough Assembly decided 
to appropriate the funds out of general revenues to continue the program. 
The State of Alaska ascertained that the Impact Information Center was 
providing valuable information to state agencies and therefore added 
$10,000 to the Impact Center budget. Additional funds were secured 
through contractual services with the Rural Impact Information Project. 
During the second fiscal year of operation Mim Dixon served as Information 
Officer for the Impact Information Center. The secretarial position was 
changed to an Information Assistant position with responsibilities for 
working with the public and assisting in research, as well as clerical 
duties. Cindy Quisenberry served as Information Assistant for the 
duration of the project. 


As the 1976-77 fiscal year approached, the Borough Assembly again 
debated the future of the Impact Information Center. While the Impact 
Center was intended to be a program of limited duration to meet specific 
needs created by pipeline construction, there was some question about 
the appropriate time to terminate the project. The Borough Assembly 
decided to fund the Impact Information Center for a third year because 
it was felt that an important aspect of the impact of the Trans-Alaska 
Oil Pipeline was what happened to Fairbanks after the construction 
efforts peaked. Sue Fison, who had formerly worked for the University 
of Alaska Institute of Social, Economic, and Government Research, served 
as Information Officer for the Impact Information Center's third and final 
year. 


During the three years of Impact Information Center activity, the 
program produced 34 regular reports covering a variety of topics (see 
index in Chapter IV) which were distributed to a mailing list which 
included more than 900 persons by the end of the project. In addition, 
the Impact Center produced 5 special reports which considered specific 
Impact problems in greater depth. The special reports focused on minority 
hire and Alaska hire on the pipeline, the effects of pipeline construction 
on senior citizens, the cost of living in Fairbanks, mobile homes, and 
energy. In its final year the Impact Information Center received a grant 
from the State of Alaska to compile a final summary report of pipeline 


impact. 


In addition to researching, writing, producing, and distributing 
reports, Impact Information Center staff have assisted countless persons 
seeking information local citizens, journalists, businesspersons, state 
and federal agency representatives, researchers and other interested 
people. Other activities of the Impact Information Center have included 
speaking to meetings of various organizations, compiling extensive files 
about Fairbanks and the pipeline, and serving local government informa- 
tional needs. 


In its brief history, the Fairbanks North Star Borough Impact Infor- 
mation Center has become a model for similar programs in Alaska and in 
other areas which are experiencing dramatic changes resulting from 


rapid, capital-and-labor-intensive, resource development. In 1976, the 
Fairbanks North Star Borough received a New County Achievement Award 
from the National Association of Counties for the Impact Information 
Center. Although the Impact Information Center program ends on Yune 30, 
1977, it is anticipated that the information collected by the center 
will continue to be used to assist planning efforts both locally and in 
other areas. 


Chapter II 


IMPACT INFORMATION CENTER EVALUATION 


Each year recipients of the Impact Information Center reports have 
been asked to participate in an evaluation of the Impact Information 
Center. This survey of readers has provided direction and the kind of 
feedback which is necessary to improve both the reports and the overall 
program. For the past three years questionnaires were enclosed in the 
January Impact Information Center reports and recipients were encouraged 
to complete the forms and return them in envelopes provided for that 
purpose. While the response rate has declined each year - 53 percent 
in 1975, 25 percent in 1976, 19 percent in 1977 - the response has 
nevertheless been significant. 


The survey forms used each year's evaluation have been slightly 
different; however, many of the same questions were asked to provide 
comparisons from year to year. (A copy of the January 1977 evaluation 
questionnaire is reprinted at the end of this chapter.) This chapter 
contains an analysis of trends in the three years and a final evaluation 
based upon the most recent questionnaire. In addition, the questionnaire 
which was distributed to readers in January, 1977, asked about their 
personal experiences and attitudes toward pipeline impact and a summary 
of readers' responses is included in Chapter III of this report. 


Evaluation Comparisons 1975-1977 


Some of the results of the three evaluations are given in Figure l. 
This comparison suggests several trends which are explained below. 


Distribution and readership of reports has increased. Since the 


Impact Information Center began producing reports, the mailing list 

has increased steadily, from 203 in 1975 to 906 in 1977. Evaluation 
questionnaires indicate that the number of persons reading each copy of 
each report has averaged between three and four. This means that the 
total readership of the reports has increased from 670 in 1975 to 3,352 
in 1977, a five-fold increase. 


Most people request reports themselves. The percentage of report 
recipients who requested that their names be placed on the mailing list 


has remained high (77-90 percent), indicating that the growth in the 
mailing list may be attributed to increased interest in the Impact 
Information Center and growing demand for the reports. 


Ways of learning about the Impact Information Center Reports have 
changed over time. When the Impact Information Center was in its 


infancy, most people learned about the program through the outreach 
efforts of the Impact Information Center staff and the news media. After 


Figure 1 


IMPACT INFORMATION CENTER EVALUATION COMPARISONS 


1975-1977 
January 
1975 
Number of Report Recipients 203 
Percent of Recipients Responding to 
Questionnaire Dor 
Average Number of Readers of Each Copy of Sao 
Each Report 
Total Readership (number of recipients X 
number of readers per copy) 607 
Percentage of Report Recipients Who 
Requested to be on Mailing List TT? 
Source of Information About Impact Center 
Friend or Associate iz 
Contact with IIC staff 42% 
News Media 347% 
Other TE 


Geographic Distribution of Readers 
Fairbanks North Star Borough = 
Other Places in Alaska = 
Outside Alaska - 


Percent of Report Recipients Who Have Attended 
an Impact Advisory Committee Meeting 10% 


Percent of Respondents Who Have Used Infor- 
mation in the Reports ies 


Ranking of Most Popular Topics 


Gost, of Living, Inttation 3 
Housing 1 
Population Estimates 2 
Food Prices 4 
Employment, Income, Wages 3 
Fuel & Heating Prices 3 
Percent of Respondents Who Evaluated Aspects 
of the Reports as Good or Excellent 
Topics Selected 86% 
Writing Style 742 
Presentation of Information 68% 
Format 58% 
Length 74% 
Timing 64% 


January 


1976 


655 


52% 


Ui bt & W We 


89% 
ee 
76% 
713% 
72% 
71% 


January 


Poe 


906™ 


81% 


DOWN 


96% 
90% 
92% 
89% 
89% 
84% 


the first year, word of mouth became the predominant way in which persons 
learned about the Impact Information Center. By the third year, Impact 
Information Center reports were being cited regularly and people were 
more likely to see copies of the reports. The rise in the "other" 
category as a source of information about the Impact Information Center 
in 1977 may be attributed to this factor, as 7 percent of the respondents 
indicated that they had first learned about the Impact Information 

Center when they saw a copy of the IIC report. 


Geographic distribution of reports has remained relatively stable. 


Although information about the geographic distribution of the reports is 
not available for 1975, information from the following two years indicates 
that, while the readership increased, the geographic distribution of 
readers remained relatively stable. The greatest number of reports 
recipients reside in the Fairbanks North Star Borough, with proportionately 
fewer in other parts of Alaska, and still fewer outside Alaska. 


Few people who receive reports attend the Impact Advisory Committee 


meetings. The Impact Advisory Committee meets each month to review and 
comment on the reports. Most of the report recipients are content to 
receive the reports and do not attend the Impact Advisory Committee 
meetings. Less than 15 percent of the respondents in any year said that 
they had ever attended an Impact Advisory Committee meeting. 


Information in the Impact Information Center reports was actually 
used more in the beginning and at the end of the pipeline impact period. 


Evaluation questionnaire respondents in 1975 indicated that 77 percent 
of the report recipients were actually using the information in the 
reports. This percentage fell to 52 percent in 1976 and rose to 81 
percent in 1977. These figures may indicate that more decisions were 
being made at the beginning and the end of the pipeline construction 
period. 


Information in the reports was used for more diversified purposes 


over time. As the report readership expanded over time, the manner in 
which the information in the reports was used became more diverse. The 
following is a list of some of the ways in which information in the 
Impact Information Center reports was used: program planning (schools, 
state and federal agencies, businesses, churches, social service agencies); 
preparation and support of budgets (both private and public concerns); 
determining cost of living allowance adjustments and pay scales; sent to 
prospective employees for use in recruitment; news reporting; research 

on effects of energy development; writing environmental impact state- 
ments; planning for energy development in other areas; personal education 
(voting on bond issues, testimony at hearings, letters to the editor); 
used by teachers in preparing lectures; investment decisions (partic- 
ularly with regard to real estate); economic analysis and projections; 
land use planning. 


Topics which interest more than half the readers are consistent 
over time, but their rankings vary. Each year, the evaluation question- 


naire asked readers to indicate which topics interested them tha@ most. 
While the list of topics varied slightly from year to year, the top five 
topics remained the same: cost of living, housing, population estimates, 
food prices, employment, and fuel and heating prices. Each of these 
topics was of major interest to more than 50 percent of the question- 
naire respondents each year. In 1975 those five topics interested 65 
percent or more of the readers and three additional topics also in- 
terested more than half of the respondents - transportation, school 
impacts and public utilities. 


Readers think that the quality of reports have improved over time. 
Each year readers have been asked to evaluate various aspects of the 


report: topics selected, writing style, presentation of information, 
format, length, and timing. And respondents have provided comments 
which have facilitated improvements in those aspects of the reports. 
While every aspect of the reports has been given a positive evaluation 
by the majority of respondents each year, the percentage of positive 


evaluations has increased each year. In the most recent survey, an 
excellent category was added to the evaluations which previously only 
used "good", "fair", and "poor". “The additional category may have 


created an upward bias when "excellent" and "good" were combined for 
comparative purposes in Figure 1, but it also provides some differentia- 
tion in readers evaluations. 


Summary of trends. The three annual evaluations suggest that over 
time the Impact Information Center has both improved and expanded its 
program. Furthermore, the evaluations suggest that the need for this 
type of information program is greatest at the beginning and the end of 
the construction project, the times at which the most changes are taking 
place and the most decisions are being made which require specialized 
information about the community. Throughout the tenure of the Impact 
Information Center, the type of information which appears to be most 
useful and interesting to the readers of the IIC reports has been 
economic information about the community (cost of living, inflation, 
housing, food prices, employment, wage rates, income, fuel and heating 
costs) and demographic information (population estimates). This is the 
type of information which is most often used for planning, contract 
negotiations, and supporting proposed budgets. 


Final Evaluation —- January 1977 


Results of the evaluation questionnaires distributed in 1977 are 
not only applicable to the preceding year, but also represent an 
accumulation of Impact Information Center activities. Each year readers 
were asked if they wanted to remain on the mailing list and few ever 
requested discontinuation. Since the Impact Information Center ceases 


on June 30, 1977, the evaluation conducted in January, 1977, is the 
final attempt to evaluate the program. The following information was 


derived from the most recent survey of Impact Information Center report 
recipients. 


Geographic Distribution of Report Recipients. The geographic 
distribution of report recipients, both for the entire mailing list and 
for those responding to the evaluation questionnaire is given in Figure 
2. Nearly 60 percent of the report recipients live in the Fairbanks 
area and less than 20 percent live outside Alaska. 


Figure 2 
GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF READERS 
Impact Information Center Reports 
January 1977 
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Length of Residence in Fairbanks. Most of the Fairbanks residents 


who received the Impact Information Center reports had lived in Fairbanks 
before pipeline construction began. The largest group, 47 percent, had 
lived in Fairbanks 10 years or more. Those living in Fairbanks four to 
nine years comprised 29 percent of the Fairbanks mailing list. The 
remaining 24 percent of the report recipients in Fairbanks had resided 
here less than three years. Recipients of Impact Information Center 


reports in Fairbanks tend to be "oldtimers" or "permanent residents" 

when compared to the total population of Fairbanks, as represented in 
the Fairbanks Community Survey conducted by Jack Kruse, Institute for 
Social and Economic Research, University of Alaska. A comparison ‘is 

given in Figure 3. 


Figure 3 
LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN FATRBANKS 
Comparison of Report Recipients and Total Population 


moe eh = Length ot Residence 


sae Total Fair banks 
Report Recipients Populaton 


Move than 
|O years 


23% 





Sources: Impact Information Center survey of report recipients, January 
1977. Research Notes: Fairbanks Community Survey, by Jack Kruse, Institute 
of Social and Economic Research, University of Alaska, Fairbanks, December 
1976. 


Occupations of report recipients. Approximately one-third of the 


recipients are businesspersons and another third are government per- 
sonnel. Three-fourths of the report recipients residing outside the 
Fairbanks area are employed in business or government. The next largest 
category of recipients by occupation is university employees, which 
comprise 10 percent of the mailing list. Altogether university employees, 
teachers and students account for nearly 20 percent of the mailing list. 

A comparison of occupations of report recipients are given in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4 
OCCUPATION OF REPORT RECIPIENTS 
January 1977 Evaluation 
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Topics of interest to report readers. A comparison of the major 


topics of interest for the three annual evaluations was given in the 
previous section. Figure 5 summarizes the percentage of responses given 
by the January 1977 respondents to the 25 impact topics listed in the 
questionnaire. Although economic topics clearly dominated, at least a 
fourth of the respondents also expressed interest in air quality, 
attitudes to impact, crime, education, insurance, minority and Alaska 
hire, mobile homes, public utilities and transportation. 


Quality of Report. A summary of reader responses to the January 
1977 questionnaire on the quality of various aspects of Impact Infor- 
mation Center Reports is given in Figure 6. The reports were rated 
highest for topics selected and presentation of the information. 


Report recipients felt the program was of value. When asked, "Do 


you feel that the Impact Information Center has been a worthwhile program?", 
99 percent of the people answering that question said "yes." None of the 
respondents checked the box for "no," although one commented that the 
program could have been more worthwhile if it were more future-oriented 

and another questioned the cost effectiveness. Readers were not asked 
specifically about cost effectiveness of the program, but several 

commented positively on this aspect of the Impact Information Center. 

"The center has paid for itself many times over," wrote one Fairbanksan. 
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TOPICS WHICH INTERESTED READERS 
January 1977 Evaluation 
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Figure 6 
js QUALITY OF IMPACT CENTER REPORTS 
January 1977 Evaluation 


Total Responces 


Ratings By Percent of Respondents (Used to Compute 
Aspect of Reports Excellent Good Fair Poor Percentages) 





Topics selected 55h 44% 2h 0 170 
Writing style 41% 33% 6% 0 167 
Presentation of 

Information 46% 50% 4% 0 167 
Format S07 Sire 6% iA 165 
Length 34% 60% YA PA 164 
Timing 397% S37 8% 0 160 


Reports kept readers better informed. Readers were. asked, ''Have 
the Impact Information Center Reports kept you informed about develop- 
ments in Fairbanks which you would not have known about otherwise?" 
While a few news media personnel responded negatively to that question, 
98 percent of the responses were affirmative. One respondent wrote, 
"The Center reports filled an important void in providing important 
business, social and demographic information used for planning in both 
the private and public sectors."' This opinion was stated more color- 
fully by a Fairbanks businessman: 


The Impact Informatton Center Report's are the first tntellt- 
gent, up-to-date, substanttated publications I have seen this town 
generate. As far as I'm concerned they are the only data locally 
avatlable that are trustworthy for making an economic dectston. 

The News-Miner ts hopelessly complacent and partial, the Untverstty 
ts never relevant unless you're talking about 5-10 years in the 
past, and consulting firms and their analyses have never been much 
more than yes-men to thetr eltents' tnterests. 


At last thts ptttful, desperate little backwater community has 
an tmparttal, nonpartisan reporter. With the scarce factlittes 
provided, your office has done nothing less than supertor work with 
each report, all the constraints upon your data gathering capa- 
biltttes notwithstanding. Rarely have I encountered a socto- 
economte publicatton that could purport to other than narrow 
academte relevance, and rarer still one that answered the questton, 
"What's that got to do with the price of rtce in China?" 


Well at least - whtle you survived - Fairbanks could see what 
the ptpeline had to do with the price of bread in Intertor Alaska. 


Some readers expressed a need for information after the pipeline. 
The evaluation Questionnaires received many unsolicited comments in 


favor of continuing the Impact Information Center, or some variation of 
the program. Some of these comments are following: 
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You have not asked whether your readers agreed that the IIC 
should close on June 80, 1977. I, for one, believe tt should be 
continued for at least one more year because the most negative 
aspects of impact are sttll to come. 


I feel your office should be conttnued for several more years 
to adequately catalog the final stages of the impact - to cut you 
off tn June somewhat wastes all the intttal efforts by your office. 


Some simtlar sort of socto-eoncomic reporting should be retained 
tn order to track the cycle as Fatrbanks moves toward the gas ptpe- 
line project. The tnformation that has been developed has been 
tnvaluable to business and government planners. 


I would ltke the Impact Reports to continue tf montes could 
be approprtated. Thts was one of the good things to come from the 
ptpeline tmpact. If the reports could not be done on a monthly 
basts, then perhaps every quarter during the year. 


Impact Information Center reports seem to have altered readers' 
attitudes about the impact of the trans Alaska oil pipeline. People 
develop their attitudes about pipeline impact from their expectations, 
their experiences, and the information they receive, including the 
Impact Information Center reports. A total of 83 percent of the 
respondents indicated that they had personally experienced pipeline impact. 
Respondents who indicated that they had experienced impact were asked if 
their experiences were mostly positive, mostly negative, or fairly equal 
positive and negative. Only 10 percent of the people answering that 
question said that their experiences had been mostly positive, while 
48 percent said that their experiences had been mostly negative and 42 
percent had mixed experiences. These reults may be compared to a survey 
of a representative sample of the entire Fairbanks population which 
showed that 25 percent of the residents felt that they had benefited 
from the pipeline and 46 percent felt they had borne the costs. People 
receiving the Impact Information Center reports tended to have fewer 
positive experiences than the population as a whole. This may be 
attributed in part to the length of residence of Impact Information Center 
report recipients, since a survey of a sample of persons who had lived 
in Fairbanks more than 10 years shows’ that only 17 percent felt that 
they had benefited from the pipeline. A comparison of these surveys 
is given in Figure 7. 


In spite of the fact that only 10 percent said that they had had 
positive personal experiences with pipeline impact, 20 percent of the 
respondents said that pipeline impact in Fairbanks was better than they 
had anticipated prior to construction of the pipeline. And, although 48 
percent said that they had had mostly negative personal experiences, 
only 36 percent said that pipeline impact was worse than they had anti- 
cipated. This suggests that the readers of the Impact Information Center 
reports had a more positive perception of pipeline impacts than their 
own experiences would have generated. Perhaps even more significant 
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Figure 7 
QUALITY OF PIPELINE IMPACT EXPERIENCES 
Impact Information Center Report Recipients and Fairbanks Residents 


Fairbanks Residents 


IIC Report Total LOlvrs . 
Quality of Experiences Recipients Population or More 
Mostly positive, received benefits 10% 35% 1Jz 
Mostly negative, borne the costs 48% 46% 57h 
Both positive and negative, both 
or neither receiving benefits and/ 
or bearing costs 42% 297 26% 


Sources: Impact Information Center survey of report recipients, January 
1977. Research Notes: Fairbanks Community Survey, by Jack Kruse, Insti- 
tute of Social and Economic Research, University of Alaska, Fairbanks, 
December, 1976. 


is that 42 percent of the Impact Center evaluation questionnaire respondents 
felt that they had had both positive and negative impact experiences, as 
compared to 29 percent of the population at large. 


Impact Information Center Reports seem to have helped people put 
their own impact experiences into perspective. 'You aided greatly in my 
ability to comprehend and deal with the boom," one reader wrote. Some 
gained a perspective on their own personal experiences: 


We tend to exaggerate the adverse impacts we expect from a 
new development and find tt difficult to tdenttfy what "tmpact" 
conststs of after the event oceurs. Even though I work for the 
government, my job was probably easter to get because of the ptpe- 
line. But I'm one of the lucky ones. WNetther my husband or myself 
were lured by big money. As a result, we spent the time together 
rather than separated for 8 weeks at a ttme. 


Others gained a perspective on the community and their relationship 
Peed ts 


It has brought Fatrbanks tnto the modern era tn one great 
wrenchtng expertence tnstead of gradually, as tn most U.S. towns. 
Thts dynamtctsm has encouraged me to stay and be both a parttctpant 
and an observer in tts future growth. 


These problems didn't affect me personally to any great extent 
but did make me questton the actions, veracity and attitudes of our 
local governing bodies. 


. . . satisfaction of. knowing our service was a real asset to 
the communtty. : 
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One person living outside of Alaska felt that the Impact Information 
Center reports seemed to provide a perspective on Fairbanks different 
from the news media: 


Has helped us tn Seattle to better understand many of the 
problems faced by Alaska eittzens. Thanks. 


In general, it seems that the Impact Information Center reports served 


to broaden the types of information upon which people developed their 
attitudes toward pipeline impact. 
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IMPACT INFORMATION CENTER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 


Prior to closing on June 30, 1977 the Impact Informatics Genter plans to peepare @& tinal ceport 
of pipeline impact in Fairbanks. This report will include an evaluation of the Cester's three years 
of operation. As a reader of Impact Information Reports, we encourage you to participate in this 
evaluation by taking a few minutes to complete this questionnaire. An addressed, postage-paid 
envelope is attached for your convenience. Thank you. 


NOTE: If this report is usually read by others, please copy this questionnaire so that they can 
respond as well. 


Including yourself, how many people usually read your Impact Center Report? 
How did you first learn about the Impact Information Center? 

ed Newspaper [_] Friend 

L] Television ed Contacted by the Impact Center 


|] Radio [_] other, 


Where do you live? 





Ww 


ij Fairbanks area; How long in Fairbanks? 


be] Other place in Alaska; Where? 
EI Outside Alaska; Where? 


4. What is your present occupation? 


[] Business [] Student 


iz] Government [| University 
[| News Media hall Not employed 
[| Organization Fs) Other, 





». How was your name placed on our mailing list? 


rey You requested it Es Don't know 
a Someone else requested it i} Other, 


o Which topics in Impact Information Center Reports have interested you most/ 





[ ] Aic Quality {_] Education [_] Minority & Alaska Hire 

[ ] Attitudes to Impact {_] Employment [ ] Mobile Homes 

[ J Alcoholism Programs [_] Food prices [ ] Population Estimates 
|] Businesses [-] Fuel & Heating costs { ] Public Utilities 

[ |] Child Care & Child Welfare [_] Health Care [_] Senior Citizens 

{ |] cost of Living & Inflation  [_] Housing [_] Social Services 

[ | crim [-] Income & Wage Rates [ ) vYeaftie & Transportation 
{| Divorce [.] tnsurance {} Gir, 

| _] Keonomic Reports [ ] Mental Health 


Have you used any of the information in Impact Center Reports? { | Yes ea] No If yes, 


please explain: 














(over) 


by 


8. Please evaluate the following aspects of Impact Information Center Reports: 


Excellent Good Poor ‘Comments 








Topics selected 

Writing style 

Presentation of information 
Format of reports 

Length of reports 


Timing of reports 


See ee 
Cee fe 13 
Se) tel ee 


9. Have you ever attended an Impact Advisory Committee meeting? fel Yes [] No 
Comments? 





10. Have you ever visited, written or telephoned the Impact Information Center? [_] Yes [ ] No 
Comments? : 





11. Do you feel that the Impact Information Center has been a worthwhile program? [_] Yes {| No 


12. Have the Impact Information Center Reports kept you informed about developments in Fairbanks 
which you would not have known about otherwise? i Yes [_] No 


13. Now that the pipeline is nearly complete, do you feel that pipeline impact in Fairbanks was 
better, worse or the same as you had anticipated prior to its construction? 


L] Better fe Worse i] About the same 
14. Have you personally experienced pipeline impact in Fairbanks? [_] Yes [_] No 
If yes, were your personal experiences: 


[-_] Mostly positive [_] Mostly negative [_] Fairly equal positive & 
negative experiences 


Please use the following space to explain or list your impact-related experiences and/or your 
attitudes toward the ways in which the pipeline period has affected you: 



























































Mail completed questionnaires to: 


Impact Information Center 
Fairbanks North Star Borough 
Pe Oe BOX de 2617) 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99707 
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Chapter IIT 


ATTITUDES OF REPORT READERS TO PIPELINE IMPACT IN FAIRBANKS 


For 36 months the Impact Information Center had been reporting the 
impacts of the Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline construction to the community. 
The staff felt that the final evaluation questionnaire should provide an 
opportunity for recipients of Impact Center Reports to express their 
feelings and experiences about pipeline impact. Space was provided at 
the end of the questionnaire for readers to explain or list their impact- 
related experiences and/or attitudes toward the ways in which the pipe- 
line period had affected them. Comments by respondents were rich and 
varied. Some wrote brief statements while others attached long letters. 


Impact experiences of Fairbanks residents responding to the 
questionnaire. Some respondents listed many impacts which they had 


experienced personally, both positive and negative, such as this report 
recipient: 


Crowding, tnflatton, traffic were all hard to bear. Personal, 
family problems resulted from separation of husband and wtfe, and 
tong, hard hours. Soctal itfe suffered, also due to hours and 
separatton; and crowding, decline tn qualtty and general downtown 
decay. But, we got out of debt, patd off mortgage, saved a ltttle. 
It was a tradeoff, on balance about equal. But we regretted the 
Loss of a slow paced, friendly Fatrbanks - maybe not permanently - 
and a lifestyle we enjoyed. 


The types of personal impact experiences which Fairbanksans mentioned 
most often were increased costs of living and operating expenses, more 
traffic problems, and longer lines in stores, post offices and banks. 
These situations experienced by Impact Information Center Report re- 
cipients were not significantly different from the types of personal 


impact experiences mentioned by a representative sample of Fairbanks 
residents from Jack Kruse's (ibid.) Community Survey as compared in Figure 


8. 


Figure 8 
MOST FREQUENTLY MENTIONED IMPACTS 
Fairbanks Impact Information Center Report Recipients 
and Fairbanks Residents 


Percent of Mentions by Percent of 
IIC Report Recipients Mentions by 
Category of Impact in Fairbanks Fairbanks Residents 
Increase in Cost of Living ede 30% 
Overcrowding 207, 197 
Deterioration of Environment 9% hea 


my 


Categories and percent of mentions by a representative sample of 
Fairbanksans were derived from the Kruse survey. He coded only three 
mentions from each respondent, while the Impact Center coded all re- 
sponses. The categories used were the top three categories in Kruse's 
study. 


Impact experiences of visitors to Fairbanks. Several persons who 
were on the mailing list but reside outside of Fairbanks reported that ~ 


they had personnally experienced pipeline impact, either from residing 
in Anchorage or from visiting Fairbanks. Since the Fairbanks economy 
relies to some extent upon tourism and upon being a service center for 
more remote communities, the perceptions of visitors may be significant. 
Therefore, some of the remarks of visitors are quoted below: 


I have vistted Fatrbanks for very brtef pertods on many 
occastons over the past twenty-five years or so. When I vtstted tt 
early tn 1976 I found tt more expenstve than before (as expected). 
I also found tt has lost much of tts character, and had gatned 
nothing in tts place. 


On business trtps, I found trouble in managing traffic, and tn 
getting a room. The hotel prtces were outrageous and my contact 
with pipeline workers was very negative. When I dtd get a hotel 
room. . . they ran through the halls all ntght - drunk and notsey. 
I found the "Texan" workers to be particularly egottstical and 
rude. I hope they all go home. I vistt Fatrbanks fairly often - 
the town had severe tmpact and tf tt weren't for the upltft to the 
economy, tt wouldn't be worth tt. 


Overnight lodging - poorly matntatned rooms, transportatton 
from atrport by taxt (poor service, etc.). 


In making 2 trtps in Fairbanks, I nottced marked increase tin 
trash and debrts, more mobtle homes and tratler courts (temporary 
housing with a temporary and callous attitude towards Fatrbanks). 

In 1975 (winter) tremendous prtce gouging tn housing, fuel, customer 
services. 


Diffteulty wn getting accommodations. Difficulty tn making 
phone connecttons from Anchorage. Dtsmay at unsettling aspects to 
Alaskans. Htgh food prices. Visual unpleasantness to Fatrbanks as 
tt changed from "quaint and charming" to "busy and overpopulated". 


Many times I chose to go to Anchorage rather than Fatrbanks, 
even though tt ts closer. (ltves tn Tok) 


Feelings and attitudes about the pipeline construction period. 
Many of the respondents wanted to communicate their feelings about 


Fairbanks and pipeline impact. Most of the feelings expressed were 
feelings of hostility, disappointment or satisfaction. Attitudes were 
expressed about values, the future of Fairbanks and crime. The types of 
comments which were mentioned most often were feelings of hostility 
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toward local businesses, negative changes in social values, and disappoint- 
ment that Fairbanks no longer has "small town" qualities. These types 

of comments seem to be interrelated with each other, as expressed in 

some of the following quotes from respondents: 


I was able to rent out porttons of my house and perhaps 
profitted economically. But I have been discouraged by the growing 
btg etty tmpersonaltty of people. I think affluence has diminished 
sptrttual values and replaced many of them with matertaltstte 
values. 


There ts good and bad change. Some good people came up from 
the states because of jobs. Money was brought tnto the communtty. 
But also the crime rate rose. As a child tn thts city I was safe 
to walk to the store, now crime ts such that one isn't safe any- 
where on the streets or tn a shopptng mall. Doors and cars must 
always be consctenttously locked. I think the fear of sueh things 
happening to me personally (because they are tndeed happentng to 
others) ts one of the worst things to be brought on by the times 
and influx of people. Another negative thing was greed. Greed by 
many of the local merehants and landlords. The ratse tn prices and 
blatant statements that, no longer were the local people tmportant 
to thetr bustnesses when they could get far more money from the 
ptpeltne orders. 


We do not expect the "good merchants" of Fatrbanks to lower 
prices after the boom nor do we tntend to use what servtces they 
offer unless absolutely necessary! The ptpeltne may have bene- 
fitted Alaska temporarily, but tn the long run we feel we have lost 
more whteh can never be replaced! 


Fatrbanks ts still a good place to live. Our two grown child- 
ren (25 and 23 years) have returned from service and travel else- 
where to ltve and work here. In our small way we try to help the 
communtty even when tt ts not always as we wish tt to be. We don't 
know tf the Malls outstde the core are the answer but the downtown 
"Entrepreneur's" chose not to update so let them wallow tn the 
detritus. Conversely, spreading out leads to problems (via Spenard/ 
Anchorage) that will only spread the pollutton further out. We 
live west of U of A and have noted the progress of Ice Fog out to 
Sheep Creek Road - that ts not progress!! I'm not antt-progressive. 
pew 


but, I do know_when progress ts a shame and a sham. 
I feel the business and service communtty has not done all tt 
could to blunt the effects of impact. As a former bustnessman (15 
years in retatl) I know tf I had operated my business as tt ts done 
tn Fatrbanks I would have gone out of business in a week, Interior 


Alaskans are being "rtpped" off by the sloppy, heavy handed "buy 
from me or go without" attitude nottced tn the last 2 years. 


While some respondents expressed hostility toward local businesses, 


the businesspersons were not without some problems of their own related 
to pipeline impact: 


als 


The inittal impact on the phone system and the traffic caused 
my business some losses inittally. As things wore on and the phones 
improved some and traffic was better handled things smoothed out. The 
overall effect - now that tts about over - has been a positive effect 
for the Fatrbanks area but has not helped me personally very much. 
I'll be happy to see Fatrbanks calm down but tt wtll never be the 
same. That ts both good -- and bad. 


Conducting restdenttal construction business was made much more 
dtffteult durtng ptpeline pertod due to high prices, crowded trans- 
port and service faciltttes and competttton for labor. Transtent 
nature of bulk of ptpeltners did not develop stable market, but 
drove prices up arttfictally. I am glad to see tt coming to an 
end. I hope and belteve that the people of Fatrbanks wtll play tt 
a ltttle "cooler" toward the gas ptpeline. I think we all have a 
better tdea of what we're up agatnst now. 


Although most of the people who chose to express their feelings 
had negative feelings, a few respondents weighed the postive and the 
negative and judged the positive aspects to be greater: 


I think the negative tnfluences are more readtly traceable to 
the ptpeline - price increases, telephone problems, traffic jams, 
roads torn up - but as a consumer I've got to admit tt's probably 
also brought us benefits whtch are less obvtously ptpeltne related - 
more products and services tn particular. I think the dislocatton and 
disruptton was tn large part transttory, but that the benefits will 
be with us for years to come, in terms of what we'll be able to do 
as a state wtth our ptpeline revenues. Looking back, I'd say the 
negative tnfluences were a small price to pay for the long-term 
benefits. 


The ptpeltne brought money and espectally new people to this area 
when needed - after a bad economic slump. Local government ts now 
better funded. Businesses are better capitalized. People are more 
adequately employed. The efftetency of legal services ts greater 
with more people. The excitement and challenges were hard to put 
up with at times, but not boring nor overwhelming. Durtng the end 
of the pertod, people got to know one another agatn - tneludtng the 
new ones. Its been a great time and expertence - only tn Fatrbanks 
have these kinds of opportuntttes been avatlable - people should and 
I think do apprectate them. Now ts the time to plan and look ahead 
to new, and because of data developed from thts one, more calm 
development and improvement in our ltfestyle through economic growth. 


Perhaps the most fitting conclusions to this final evaluation of the 
Impact Information Center is the following remark by a Fairbanks resident 


who was intimately involved with the pipeline construction: 


The ptpeline ttself goes through our property on Gtlmore 
Tratl - but the job was completed neatly, efftetently and quickly 
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and the expertence was not nearly as bad as I had anttetpated.* Also, 
I had real fears at the peak of the activtty - to sell out and move 
to New England because I thought the pace and the atmosphere of, 

say, a year or two ago, would continue. Thank God I dectded to 


stay and thank God I was wrong and Thank God tts over - at least for 
awhile! 


23 


< 
. 





rf 64199 


2S» 


Chapter VI 


THREE-YEAR INDEX TO IMPACT INFORMATION CENTER REPORTS 
Regular Reports 1 to 34 and Special Reports 1 to 6 
July 1974 - April 1977 


Note: 


The number to the left of the decimal point is the report number; 


the number to the right of the decimal point is the page number within 


the report. 


Air Transportation - see Transportation 
Alaska Hire - see Employment 


ALASKA NATIVES: 
FNA General Assistance: 32.15 
Minority Hire: 12.11, 14.17, 15.9 Special 
Report #1, 16.10 7 
Rural Pipeline Impact Program: 
eS. 4 2 S4 oS 


17.5, 23.21, 


Alcohol Problems - see Mental Health 


ALYESKA PIPELINE SERVICE COMPANY: 


Affirmative Action Plan: 13.11 
Child Care Needs: 9.8 
Fairbanks Expenditures: 10.2, 25.8 


Bansiveourvey:, Ll; 7s4qelOnla-el 216, 
Pree son lOO Sl ak, el Ook sel Oe4, 22-11, 
23.10 
Medical Program: 
Waste Oil: 19.14 


5°10," ts 15.9, 


See also: Government, Population, Gas Pipe- 
line, Housing, Income & Wage Rates, Environ- 
ment, Employment, Transportation, Impact 
Assumptions 

Apartments - see Housing 

ATTITUDES TO PIPELINE IMPACT: 20.14, 24.12, 
Special Report #2, Special Report #4, 30.30, 
Special Report #6 

Auto Accidents - see Crime & Public Safety 

Auto Repairs - see Cost of Living 


Banking - see Businesses 


Building Permits ~ residential - see Housing 


- commercial - see Construction 


BUSTENESSESee LO, 266125 cote 
Banks & Bank Deposits: 17.7, 18.1, 26.1, 
29.10 
Food Retailers: 28.14, 34.7 


Pipeline Contracts for Local Businesses: 11.2 
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CHILD CARE: 


Child Abuse - see Social Services 


CRAPS ees ape Coe ley & Fe 4) 
24.12 


Classrooms - see Education 


CONSTRUCTION: 4.2, 14.6, 14.7, 22.14, 26.7 
Building Supply Shortages: 15.8, 24.13 
Military: @H'.2 
Quality, of: yo le1 
Residential Building Permits: 

Sie SOR PASS OS SPAS FAS) 


“ery Solin Oaeke 


Consumer Protection - see Crime & Public 
Safety 


COST OF LIVING & INFLATION: 4.6, 6.2, 10.2, 

17.4, Special Report #3, 32.24 

Auto ‘Repair, Costs). 13.4-5,:14.10,515.15, 
29.20 

Consumer Price Index: 5.1, 10.2, 
1S oe Lobos 2119) peel, 828 oi 6, 
Ssh it 

Electrical Rates: 31.18, Special Report #5 

Heating Oil Prices & Heating Costs: 6.9, 
Cal See LS. gale semi. 13-5205 225135 
31.15, 32.21, Special Report #4, Special 
Report #5 

Inflation: 4.1, 6.2 

Laundry Services: 15.11 

Vehicle Ownership Costs: 


BOs 
30eds, 


Special Report #5 


See also: Insurance, Food Prices, Health 
Care, Child Care, Housing, Transportation - 
Freight Rates, Construction 


CRIME & PUBLIC SAFETY: 
19. 2 404 40 
Auto Accidents: 13.15, 24.8; 29.20, 34.14 
Consumer Protection: 15.15, 21.16 
Fire Protection & Loss Statistics: 22.2, 

Special Report #4,°a1.1, 33.25, 34.37 
Juvenile Crime: #352, 13.8, 14.12, 34.38 
Prostitution, Gambiings 38.13, 13.22,- 23.13, 

34.32 


8.25 9.29, 13.9;. 14.6, 


Day Care - see Child Care 


DIVORCE RATES: 5.5,, S.23,0 ol eee ea sapetaetae 
IS Sa), Bali 
Credit for Divorced Women: 6.6 


ECONOMIC TRENDS: 4.6, 20.13, 26.19, 34.1 


EDUCATION: 

Alyeska Family Survey: 1.1, 7.4, ORES 
12312 .5\135.90, “85.19, 16-9 or lee aloeto, 
Ore rer LO 

Predicted Pipeline Impact Enrollment: 3.4, 
Ore Olney, 

School Capacities: 33.11 

School Enrollments: 10.19, 16.9, 17.1, 19.4, 
2052), 2'5ien/ sees OMp lip Sra el 

School Facilities & Capacities: 19.4, 30.17, 
33 air 

University of Alaska: 22.3 


Electrical Services - see Public Utilities 


EMPLOYMENT: 4.6, 33.1 


Alaska Hire: “474 5) Ip cli] elon eo pecial 


Report #1, 16:10,.19-1, 42053 

Job Placement: 33.1 

Job Training: Special ‘Report #1I, 17765-—-23..7 

Mino Gitby= Hilt ee eee eR Oem Decdal: 
Report #1, 16.10 

Newspaper Survey of: 2.3 

Pipeline Employment: 21, U2 .6. lomo lao 
14.17, Y5.9,Special ‘Report. #1, “16.10, 22061 
Teenagers in Labor Force: 13.4, 33.2 

Unemployment & Unemployment Insurance: 21.1, 
MDs Mickie Soe 

University Employment: 22.8 

Vocational Rehabilitation: 25.4 


See also: Impact Assumptions 


ENERGY: Special Report # 5 
See also: Public Utilities 


ENV TRONMENT: 
Mie Omellstiays otk Worn Veils Wosly Axe Pe 
22.17, 23.8, 24.6, 25.10, Special Report #5 
Pipeline Concerns: 13.31, 13.33 
Sanitary. Landfill/ Solid Waste Disposal: 
NE lWA. Peis MIEN MileAs Asie AOy = Silo wil 


Fire Protection —- see Crime & Public Safety 
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FOOD PRICES: ; 

Fairbanks Food Prices: 4.2, 4.8, 5.12, 6.14, 
9.13; 1253, 13:5, 15.2, 18.14, tote ee 
2217572463 5.26.8,. 295 24,550 se 

Fairbanks/Anchorage Food Price Comparison: 
2 Oven 

Food Purchases by Low Income Persons: 13.13, 
WS A 

Food Retailers: 28.14 


See also: Cost of Living 


Food Stamps - see Social Services 
Freight Rates - see Transportation 


Fuel Prices - see Cost of Living 


GAS PIPELINE: 
Predicted Construction & Impacts of: 5.4, 
14.1; 15.18, 17.14,719.19, (22.2 ee 
Be, 2d 


GOVERNMENT: 


Bond Ratings: 10.16 

Employee Wage Rates: 3.8 

Library Impact: 6.13 

Tax ‘Revenues: "8718, °13213; 20: 145) 2200 
305305 341 


See also: Planning & Zoning 


HEALTE" CARES “3.5/0 DLO sO sOn melch cn /ae meer aerie 
Alyeska Medical Program: 5.10, 27.15 
Fairbanks Health Center: 10.6 
First Aid Courses: 15.9 
Health CarepCos tse 5.20 .ne Ges ee Oerne 
Hospital - Services: — 3.35, 10c195 =14.145 = 2ils07 

PSV HT hed hsyes Piven O ee SL ara® 
Medical Clinics & Private Health Care: 
SYoris SyadOkR kes alos aeARala Sey aS 
Medical Personnel: 3.6, 5.10, 11.7 
Pubissicy Heaths Omo selec lay eee 
Venereal Disease: 10.10 


Heating Oil Prices - see Cost of Living 


HOUSENG LOL? 2601.27. 1, 29. Ldaespectal 

Report #4, 30.8, 31.31 

Atvyeska Housings 13°18) 14.7, 21.16, 
Special Report #4 

Apartment Surveys: 3.1, 27.5 

Financing & Construction Costs: 11.5, 
Deel eG a ls BAA ED ee Otis miele 2OilG 
Household Moving Costs: 35.25 

Housing Fraud: 21.16 

Housing Needs: 19.12, 19.18, 20.19 

Low Income Housing: 32.6 

Mobile Homes: 3.4, 14.18, 16.8, Special 
Report #4 

Postal Vacancy Survey: 18.8, 29.23 

Rent Control & Rent Review Board: 13.18, 
Meet ee? Pll, 2Ond)5 29015930). 26 

Rene. Survey iri 22.0345.8.10,..9.19, 11.5512 587,, 
Selo lot 2a loot lt. L7.9), 18.65 19.512, 
ROO RED eo LOR el A te 3 al eee Ned Ose 2o onl: 
ZO EC oe eOKle so) 29.85 30005. 313.2603 
B26 3D 5. Soe D424 

Residential Building Permits: 2.2, 3.4, 
Oso, 13.30, 2656, 32)..28 

Senior Citizen Housing: 7.4, 13.33, 14.12 
Transient Housing & Facilities - 
Campgrounds: | 15.l/, e869, 20.8 

Laundry: 15.11 

Motels/Hotels: 2.4, 16.2 
Public Showers: 15.16 
Public Toilets: » 16.7 

Rescue Mission: 26.7,, 9.24, 12 .9),.15.15 

Behe 23.19, 25510, 32.6 

Saivations Army?) 6../:,512.9 913.20; 32.6 
Sewage Dump Stations: 16.7 

University Housing: 22.10 


See also: Insurance, Cost of Living - 
Heating costs 


Hospital Services - see Health Care 


IMPACT ADVISORY COMMITTEE: 1.1, 3.2, 15.1, 
Pere 1 Gol 02. 17.15, LOR 02. 26 153 
28.23, Special Report #6 


IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS: 5.1, 22.1, 30.17 


IMPACT INFORMATION CENTER 
AGttyLELeS SE 255) Scan Okc sels 1 5s Mites 
Oe sD ee LO el DO mel ecko does 2a 
PLO ds Dy, Sl 4 eiO 1 D5 a loco 25 e205 


24,15, 28.23, 31.10,332,40, Special jReportet6 


Byahuvatwons: 2 e205 135234 255620, 024515: 
25.12, Special Report #6 

Other Impact Centers: 15.1, 23.21 

Rural Pipeline Impact Information: 17.5, 
23.21, 32.35, 33.33, Special Report. #6 

Stactsme2 etme gael Oe moO Decal 
Report #6 

Student Involvement: 13.13, 13.22, 25.16 


INCOME & WAGE RATES: 20.14, 30.30, 32.1, 32.3 
Goverment Employees: 3.8 
Low Income: 32.3 
Pipeline & Non-Pipeline Wage Scales: 10.13, 
DP Oey liga wel oe LS 
Teenagers: 13.4 


Inflation - see Cost of Living 
INSURANCE 
Auto: 29.14 
Flood?) +18). 4%919'.20 
Homeowners: 31.1, 32.32, 33.25 
Mobile Home: Special Report #4 
Unemployment: 21.1, 22.21 
Job Training - see Employment 
Labor Unions - see Unions 


Land Use - see Planning & Zoning, Environment 


Medical Care - see Health Care 


MENTAL HEALTH: 14.13, 21.5 
Alcoholic Beverages: 34.26 
Alcohol Problems & Programs: 4.3, 6.3, 
OF 26 20LR Zin tte S426 
Crisis Line: 21.8 
Mental Health Clinic: 21.9 


See also: Divorce Rates, Youth, Religious 
Groups 


MILITARY: 11.2 
Minority Hire - see Alaska Natives 
Mobile Homes - see Housing 


Motels/Hotels - see Housing 


Motor Vehicles & Registration - see Trans- 
portation 


Natives - see Alaska Natives 


NORTH POLE IMPACT: 9.2, 14.18, 21.18, 22.21, 
26.20 


Pipeline - see Alyeska 


PIPELINE IMPACT — OTHER AREAS 
Anchorage: 20.14 


See also: North Pole, Alaska Natives 


oar | 


PLANNING & ZONING: 14.11, 22.12, Special 
Report #4 


POPULATION 
Estimates: 2.1, 13.28,, U4. 25 ose 
D2 cay LO019s 30030, 232..26 
Voter Registration: 8.20, 13.31 


For other indicators see: Transportation, 
Housing, Public Utilities, Employment, 
Postal Services, Education, Impact Assump- 
tions 


POSTAL SERVICES: 52.4, 16-5 
Postal Vacancy Survey: 18.8, 29.23 


Public Safety - see Crime 


PUBLIC ULILEDIES:s “L4achi, 2055, speciale Report: 

#5 

GVEA - Electrical Services: 2.3, 18.2 
23.1, Special Report #5 

M.U.S. — Electrical Services 2525 92s 
Special Report #5 

M.U.S. - Telephone Service 1.5, 2.2, 5.8 
PAV 5; 

MoU.S. = Water Servicesco. 2 onme0.0 

Long Distance Telephone Services: 11.2 

Utility Rates & Energy Costs: 31.15, 
Special Report #5 


IRIN DUNN A ihe MOG Zed 28 ly Byledoc 
PRS ye AL 7) 


See also: Housing, Planning & Zoning 
RECREATION: 5.12, 8.19 
RELIGIOUS GROUPS: 12.10, 26.14 
RESCUGEMISSTOMNT Ono 6245) Ll 2e9 pel 
I Pe Millis, 278 IY 2S 6 A Vee 3A) 
SalivateLomeAabmy sO of 2)59)4) 1 32 Ons 210 


Rents & Rent Review Board - see Housing 


Rural Impact Information Program - see 
Alaska Natives 


Sanitary Landfill - see Environment 

Schools - see Education 

SENIOR CITIZENS: 19.7, Special Report #2, 
Dae 


Housing: 724, J8h33. fied 
Property Tax Exemption: 18.14 
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SOCIAL SERVICES 

Child Abuse & Child Welfare: 8.9, 14.15,- 
ZU, 13)5. 925120 

Division of Family & Childrens Services: 
6e1 1 8.9. L320) teh Owe 7am : 

FNA General Assistance: 32.15 

Food Stamps. 16.13, 26a loess 2a 

Public Assistance Cases: 6.11, 17.11, 
25.4 6 (2S 

Vocational Rehabilitation: 25.4 


See also: Child Care, Religious Groups, 
Youth, Senior Citizens 


Solid Waste Disposal - see Environment 
Taxes & Revenues -— see Government 
Teenagers — see Youth 

Telephone Service - see Public Utilities 
Traffic - see Transportation 


TRANSPORTATION 
Airline Services: 11.2 
Airport Activity: 123.) 6: 55a Oe omens 
19.11, 20613, 2321255240 1455 26, one ae 
31.28, 34.16, Special Report #5 
Airport Baggage Storage: 13.31 
Alyeska Transportation: 1.2, 15.11 
Driver's Licenses:) 21.04." 54.04 
Freight" %-Freieht: Ratest” “4.55809 .27, ono 
15.3 
Motor Fuel, Consumptiom:* lis 5512.1 9-6 34s 
Special Report #5 
Motor Vehicle Registration: ~3°4,° 12.205--19210; 
34.19, Special Report #5 
Moving Costs: 34.25 
Parking Facilities: 22.14, Special Report #5 
Traffic - 
Aleani! © SiS 1329 SG, a Otel One 09 alaiig 
20). 12) 2S, VOR 4 la 
Fairbanks¥areak 20, 56," 7.25 be on 
L@eLs GGG S182, 19.10), 220) ally 235 590r 
34.9, 25595" 26216, 2715, 20020529 aees 
SOM2Z8 Ss 2238 82.5 pets Ss 40s" OPeGial. 
Report #5 


See also: Crime & Public Safety, insurance 
Unemployment —- see Employment 
University of Alaska - see Education 
Voter Registration - see Population 
Wage Rates -— see Income & Wage Rates 


Water Services - see Public Utilities 
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IMPACT INFORMATION CENTER REPORT SUMMARY 


Regular Reports 


Date No. Date 
uly Ee L974 18 Jay -2.6>5°1975 
dudved 2s boo 19 August 20, 1975 
August 7, 1974 20 September 17, 1975 
August 21, 1974 raul October 15, 1975 
September 4, 1974 Pa November 19, 1975 
September 18, 1974 23 January 21, 1976 
October 2, 1974 24 February 18, 1976 
October 16, 1974 25 March 17, 1976 
November 13, 1974 26 Aprid 21,1970 
November 27, 1974 27 May 19, 1976 
December 18, 1974 28 June 16, 1976 
January 15, 1975 29 July—215,-1.976 
February 19, 1975 30 October 20, 1976 
March_19, 1975 a1 November 17, 1976 
April 1G, 01975 Be December 15, 1976 
May 213 °1975 33 January 195 1977 
HONE os ko. 34 February 23, 1977 
Special Reports 
Date Title 
2/7175 Minority Hire & Alaska Hire on the Pipeline, by 
Mim Dixon, 25 pages. 
6/25/75 Senior Citizens: The Effects of Pipeline Construction 
on Older Persons Living in Fairbanks, by Mim Dixon, 
42 pages. 
P2/ i277 5 Questions & Answers About Cost of Living in Fairbanks, 
by Mim Dixon, 8 pages. 
9/76 Mobile Home Living in Fairbanks, by Sue Fison, 52 pages. 
3/77 Energy Costs, Consumption and Impact in Fairbanks, 
by Sue Fison, Cindy Quisenberry, & Don Moore, 69 pages. 
4/77 History and Evaluation of the Impact Information 


Center 1974-1977, by Sue Fison, Cindy Quisenberry, 
and Mim Dixon, 30 pages. 
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NOTES TO OUR READERS 


Special Report on Energy 


The Impact Information Center and the Borough's Environmental 
Services Department prepared a report entitled, Energy Costs, Consumption 
and Impacts in Fairbanks (Impact Information Center Special Report No. 5) 
for the Fairbanks Town Meeting on Energy which was held on March 26, 
1977. A portion of the publication costs for the report were provided 
by the Alaska Humanities Forum which was the primary sponsor of the 
energy meeting. Copies of the report were distributed at the meeting, 
but were not mailed out to the entire Impact Center mailing list because 
most of the material will be included in the final report. Persons who 
would like to receive a copy of the energy report may pick one up at 
the Borough offices or make a written or telephone request. 


Final Impact Information Center Report 


The Impact Center staff is now preparing a final report on pipeline 
impact in Fairbanks, prior to the center's closing on June 30, 1977. 
A postage-paid postcard form to request a final report was included with 
copies of this month's report which were sent to our regular mailing 
lists. Other persons who would like to receive a copy of the final report 
should contact the Impact Center as soon as possible so that their names 
ean be placed on the mailing list. 
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AUTHOR 
History and evaluation of the 


impact information center 1974-77 


DATE 
LOANED 
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Impact Information Center Application to Mail at 
Box 1267 trolled Circulation Rat 


Fairbanks, Alaska 99707 Pending at Fairbanks, A 


TO3 -s 
Boreal Instit. for Northern x 
Studies Library | ee 
CW 401 Biological Sciences Bldg. ves 
The Univ. of-Alberta ele 
Edmonton, Alberta T6G 2E9 at : 
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